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Acceptability." This study relates to the objective, "To Determine and Appraise
the
Motivation Factors that Affect Consumers in Their Purchase of Beef,"
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Status of Meats as Interpreted from
Projective Meal Situations
Betty L. Woods* and Ganata Jo Nettles**
The status or importance that a consumer-buyer attaches to various
kinds and cuts o£ beef affects her decisions in the retail market. Al-
though status is only one of the many factors that influence consumers
in their purchase of beef, it is an important one. A better understanding
of the status of various kinds and cuts of beef, as well as other factors,
should enable the producer and handler to better supply the consumer
with the product she desires and thereby benefit the producer, the
handler and the consumer alike.
One way to determine the status of various cuts of beef and of other
meats is to learn the kinds of meals with which consumers associate these
cuts. An attempt was made to do that in this study. Meal situations de-
noting both high and low status were used in a questionnaire to de-
termine the kinds and cuts of meat that respondents associated with these
meals.
This report includes results from one segment of a personal inter-
view study concerning motivations in beef purchases. The questions re-
lating most directly to the "status" of kinds and cuts of meat were
analyzed and are reported in this bulletin. Findings relating to other
factors that influence consumer choices are reported in another bulletin.
Since reactions to direct questions concerning real motivations may
sometimes be hard for the respondent to verbalize, and in some cases
she may not be aware of the actual motivating factors, indirect and pro-
jective-type questions were used in this study.
Procedure
A survey was made in the spring of 1960 of families in Shreveport,
Lake Charles and Monroe, Louisiana, three of the state's largest cities ex-
cluding New Orleans and Baton Rouge. The sample was randomly
drawn from households listed in Polk's City Street Directory of each
city. To reduce travel time between households, the sample elements
were drawn in clusters of five. ;
In each city, interviewers were hired and trained by the Home Eco-
nomics Marketing Research Staff. House-to-house interviews were con-
ducted and data were obtained from the homemaker or the person
mainly responsible for purchasing the meat. Interviewers made at least
Assistant Professor, School of Home Economics.
**Graduate Assistant in Home Economics Marketing Research.
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four attempts to contact each sample household before an alternate was
taken.
The schedule was finalized after a review of the results of a large-scale
pilot study made of 100 families selected at random from households in
Baton Rouge. The schedule included direct questions, indirect questions,
and cartoons and situations which were projective in nature. The pro-
jective techniques used were designed with the aim of obtaining attitudes
and feelings toward beef and marketing practices that might not have
been verbalized by the respondents. The appendix includes the actual
questions from which the data reported in this bulletin were obtained
(Form 1)
.
Data from the schedules were edited, coded, and punched into IBM
cards. Summary tables were made from the IBM answer sheets. These
data were then analyzed by the Home Economics Marketing Research
Staff.
Summary of Findings
For all the meal situations used in this survey, beef was suggested
more than twice as often as any other kind of meat. When situations
were categorized as high status meals and low status meals, beef again
was listed more than twice as often as any other kind of meat for both
types. Beef loin steak was mentioned most frequently for meal situations
of high status while ground beef was reported most often for low status
meals.
In a meal situation for an important man guest, beef loin steak was
selected more than four times as often as any other cut of meat. Chicken
was suggested most frequently for a special woman guest, three times as
often as any other cut of meat. Beef loin steak was listed more than twice
as often by respondents for a meal to impress a couple. For the Sunday
dinner meal situation, chicken was reported more than twice as often as
any other meat. Ground beef was suggested more than twice as often as
any other cut for a meal prepared by a busy housewife and for a regular
inexpensive meal. As the meat to serve a large family with several small
children, ground beef was listed most frequently, with chicken second.
Influence of Demographic Factors on Kinds of Meat
As income increased, the percentage of respondents reporting beef
loin steak for the three high status meals increased. As income increased,
the number of respondents suggesting poultry for meals for an im-
portant man guest and to impress a couple decreased. Income seemed to
make no difference in poultry suggestions for a special woman guest.
Beef loin steak was listed much more often by white than by non-
white respondents for meals for an important man guest and to impress
a couple. Nonwhite families suggested poultry more often for these
situations.
As occupation of husband increased in status, the suggestions for beef
loin steak for meals for an important man guest and to impress a couple
4
increased, and suggestions for poultry for these meals decreased. These
same trends were true as level-of-living scores increased.
Education of the homemaker and education of the husband in al-
most every case paralleled each other in influence on cuts of meat sug-
gested. The personal data factors affected the suggestions of ground
beef for low status meals very little. Occupation of the husband had
slightly more influence in that as occupational status increased, the
percentage of respondents listing ground beef decreased.
Income and education of the homemaker affected suggestions of
poultry and beef loin steak and roast for a Sunday dinner. As income
and education increased, the number of respondents suggesting beef
loin steak and roast increased and those suggesting poultry decreased.
Methods of Preparation
Seventy-eight percent of the respondents suggested a dry heat method
of preparation for all cuts of meats listed, while almost 32 percent sug-
gested moist heat methods. Of the total tender cuts of beef mentioned, 89
percent indicated that they would prepare them by dry heat methods. Of
the less tender cuts of beef, 69 percent recommended moist heat methods
of preparation.
Status of meals did not seem to greatly influence the method of cook-
ing tender cuts of beef. For high status meals, almost 92 percent listed
dry heat methods for tender cuts, and, for lo^s' status meals, almost 88
percent suggested dry heat. The method of cooking less tender cuts of
beef seems to have been affected bv the status of the meal situation.
For less tender beef, 45 percent of the respondents indicated dry heat
methods for high status meals, ^vhile 14 percent suggested dry heat
methods for low status meals.
For tender cuts of beef, those suggesting broiling increased as the
educational level increased. Those suggesting frying decreased as edu-
cation increased. For less tender cuts of beef, education did not seem to
affect the percentage of respondents who suggested pot roasting. As
education increased, there was an increase in those suggesting baking or
roasting the less tender cuts.
As education increased, there T\-as an increase in those Tvho sug-
gested cooking the tender cuts of beef Tvithout liquid and a decrease in
those who suggested preparing the tender cuts added moisture and
in the percentage ^vh.o suggested cooking in fat.
As the educational level increased, there ^va.s a decrease in those
suggesting cooking the less tender cuts with added moisture and an in-
crease in those who suggested cooking these cuts Tvithout added liquid.
Description of the Sample
Demographic factors of the consumer families m'HI be discussed brief-
ly since these factors may be basic to motivations influencing their
preferences for and uses of meats. Grouped according to factors per-
5
taining to socio-economic level, individual families represented a wide
range in income, educational level, occupation and level-o£-living.
Forty-seven percent of the families studied reported an annual in-
come of less than $4,000. An annual income of $4,000 to $8,000 was re-
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Under 30 years 121 20.5
30 to 50 years - 281 47.8
50 and over 168 28.6
No answer 18 3.1
Homemaker's Employment Schedule
Full-time employed 133 22.6
Part-time employed 41 6.9
Full-time homemaker 406 69.1






No answer 10 1.7
Area Where Respondent Grew Up
Louisiana 408 69.4
Other southern states 113 19.2
Other 66 11.2
No answer 1 0.2
Number of Persons in House
One 61 10.4
Two 160 27.2
Three to five 289 49.1
Six or more 76 13.0
No answer 2 0.3
Years in Louisiana
Less than one 20 3.4
One to five 47 8.0
Six to ten 18 3.1
More than ten 494 84.0








Catholic and Protestant 21 3.6
Jewish 6 1.0
Other 4 0.7
No answer 1 0.2
I
TABLE 2.—Number of Persons in Sample from Each City
City Population Number in Sample
Lake Charles 89,115 180
Monroe 80,546 212
Shreveport 208,583 196
ported by 36 percent of the total families. Seventeen percent of the
families could be placed in the high income group ($8,000 and over).
The median family income for the state is $4,272, according to the U.S.
Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of United States 1961.
The level of education of the husbands and homemakers, respective-
ly, was: (1) none or elementary, 26 and 27 percent; (2) high school, 32
and 49 percent; and (3) college and other, 24 and 23 percent. (Eighteen
percent of the homemakers reported no husband or did not respond.)
The husbands' occupations were categorized into five groups. The
professional group included professional, technical, managerial and
kindred workers. The next group, clerical, was composed of clerical,
sales and kindred workers. The skilled category included craftsmen,
foremen, operators and kindred workers. Service workers and laborers
were grouped as service. The final group, unemployed, included those
who were unemployed or retired. Twenty-six percent of the husbands
held professional positions, 26 percent were skilled workers, 12 percent
were service workers, 8 percent were unemployed and 7 percent
were clerical workers.
The majority of the women, 69 percent, were full-time homemakers-
they did not work for pay outside the home. Approximately one-fourth
of those who worked outside the home were "part-time" workers. Almost
two-thirds of the families owned their own homes. The majority of the
homes, about 70 percent, ranged in size from four to seven rooms.
The level-of-living score for each respondent was obtained from a list
of goods and services available in the respondents' homes. This list in-
cluded central heating system, freezer, telephone, bathroom, automobile,
air conditioning unit, central air conditioning system, maid and tele-
vision. Respondents were given one point for each item owned except for
central heating and central air conditioning systems, which rated two and
four points, respectively. If the respondents owned two or more of any
item, they received two points for that category. The level-of-living scores
were grouped into five categories. The highest possible score for any
respondent was 20. About two-fifths of the respondents scored from 3
through 5. One-fourth had a score from 6 through 8. Fifteen percent
ranked in the first group, 0 through 2. Fewer respondents (6 percent)
fell into the highest group, scoring 12 through 18.
The average household interviewed in this sample consisted of 3.4
persons, which compares favorably with the average of the state as a
whole-3.57, as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract
of United States 1961. Almost 50 percent of the
homemakers and about
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43 percent of the husbands were between 30 and 50 years of age. The
percentages for homemakers who were younger and older than this were
greater than percentages for husbands. About one-fifth of the homemak-
ers did not report a husband.
Respondents who had grown up in Louisiana (48 percent in North
Louisiana and 22 percent in South Louisiana) represented about 70 per-
cent of the total sample. Almost 20 percent had grown up in another
southern state. Most of the respondents (84 percent) had lived in Lou-
isiana more than 10 years.
Grouped according to race, about 73 percent of the respondents were
white and 27 percent were nonwhite. According to the 1961 census by
population of the state, 67.9 percent of the people in Louisiana are
white and 32.1 percent are nonwhite. The predominant religion was
Protestant, accounting for 79 percent of all families. Slightly over 15
percent were Roman Catholic, and most of the remaining families were
Jewish or reported mixed marriages (Table 1)
.
The sample consisted of 588 households, of which 212 were located in
Monroe, 196 in Shreveport and 180 in Lake Charles (Table 2)
.
Kinds and Cuts of Meat
Suggested for All Meal Situations
The kind of meat selected for any meal situation and the method
of preparing meats in the home gives some indication as to the status
or importance the consumer attaches to the kinds and cuts of meat.
In order to analyze the status of meats and meat preparation methods,
TABLE 3.-Total Number of Times AU Cuts of Meat Were Suggested
Cut of Meat Number Percent
Poultry, chicken 853 20.7
Beef, ground 670 16.3
Beef, loin steak 615 14.9
Beef, miscellaneous 310 7.5
Pork, ham 218 5.2
Beef, round or rump roast 216 5.2
Beef, round steak 185 4.5
Pork, chops and steaks 185 4.5
Beef, loin roast 172 4.2
Seafood, all types 154 3.7
Veal, chops and steaks 142 3.4
Beef, chuck roast 130 3.2
Pork, roast 54 1.3
Pork, miscellaneous 51 1.2
Lamb, all types 32 0.8
Poultry, turkey 30 0.7
Veal, roast 23 0.6
Veal, miscellaneous 22 0.5
Poultry, other 11 0.3




Fig. 1.—Percentages of All Kinds of Meat Suggested for Meal Situations.
respondents were asked, through a series o£ projective type situations,
to suggest kinds of meat and the methods of preparation for a meal to be
served (1) to an important man guest, (2) to a special woman guest,
(3) to a couple they would like to impress, (4) at a Sunday dinner,
(5) by a busy housewife, (6) for an inexpensive regular evening
meal
and (7) to a large family with several young children (Appendix, page
21).
The kinds of meats suggested by the respondents mcluded beef,
veal, seafood, poultry, pork, lamb and a few miscellaneous kinds.
Grouped according to kind of meat only, beef was the most popular,
comprising 56 percent of the total choices. Poultry ranked second in this
grouping with 22 percent. Then came pork, 12 percent; veal, 4 percent;
seafood, 4 percent; and lamb, 1 percent (Figure 1)
.
Meat suggestions were analyzed also by cuts to determine the ranking
of cuts as well as kinds of meat. When cuts were ranked according to fre-
quency of selection, chicken ranked first (21 percent) . Ground beef (16
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TABLE 4.—The Percentages of Suggestions of Various Kinds and Cuts of Meat
for Each Meal Situation
Meal Situations
Im- Regular Family
portant XJ IJK^y^LtXl. r~'rmr>lp Busy wit]
man WUIlltill LU Tl/^ QT7i3miu.d.y house- pcilalVC sma
Kind and cut of meat guest guest U-imici wife meal rhilrlClillU.
Percent
Beef, loin steak 47.6 12.2 32.0 1.7 8.0 1.5 1.5
Beef, loin roast 7.1 2.7 3.4 9.7 0.3 1.2 4.8
Beef, steak 7.3 5.6 5.4 2.2 4.6 3.1 3.2
Beef, round/rump roast 7.7 4.4 3.4 14.1 1.5 0.5 5.1
Beef, chuck steak 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2
Beef, chuck roast 3.2 1.5 1.4 7.5 1.7 1.9 4.9
Beef, ground 1.2 2.9 3.7 3.4 29.9 38.8 34.0
Beef, stew 0.0 u.o u.o ft Q 9 Q 10 ft 1 1 91 1 .4
J3CCL> lllloCClla.ilC<JU.o 1 7 1.8 2.1 2.8 7.0 7.9 3.5
BEEF (TOTAL) 76.0 31.6 51.9 42.3 55.9 65.4 68.4
Poultry, chicken 10.7 39.3 14.1 37.9 3.7 14.5 24.8
Poultry, turkey 0.2 0.3 3.9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0
Poultry, other 0.0 0 7 1.0 ft 9U.4 ft ft ft ft ft ft
POULTRY (TOTAL) 10.9 40.3 19.0 38.6 3.9 14.5 24.8
Pork, ham 2.9 4.6 8.7 9.9 7.5 2.4 1.2
Pork, chops & steaks 2.2 5.4 2.0 0.5 14.1 6.5 0.7
Pork, roast 1.4 1.4 1.0 4.1 0.3 0.5 0.5
Pork, miscellaneous 0.3 0.3 1.5 0.7 1.7 3.7 0.3
PORK (TOTAL) 6.8 11./ ISO13.4 15.4 40.0 13.
1
4./
Veal, chops &: steaks 3.2 5.0 U.O lU.I 1 91.4 u.y
Veal, roast 0.2 0.9 0.2 1.5 0.3 0.3 0.5
Veal, other 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.9 1.7 0.5
VEAL (TOTAL) 3.4 7.0 2.6 2.2 11.7 3.2 1.9
SEAFOOD (TOTAL) 1.7 6.5 10.5 0.5 3.1 2.7 1.2
LAMB (TOTAL) 0.7 2.0 1.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2
MISCELLANEOUS 0.5 0.9 1.2 0.7 1.0 1.0 0.7
TOTALS 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.4 100.1 99.9
percent) was listed second most frequently and beef loin steak (15 per-
cent) was third. Other cuts of meat were chosen in this order: beef round
or rump roast, 5 percent; beef round steak, 5 percent; pork chops and
steak, 5 percent; pork ham, 5 percent; beef loin roast, 4 percent; all
kinds of seafood, 4 percent (Table 3)
.
Meats for Various Meal Situations
When the data were examined by kinds of meat, beef ranked first,
poultry second and pork third as suggestions for meal situations for
"an important man guest," "to impress a couple," for "Sunday dinner,"
11
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Fig. 2 -Kinds of Meat Suggested for High and Low Status Meal Situations.
for "an inexpensive regular evening meal" and for "a large family with
several young children." Poultry was reported most often for a meal
for "a special woman guest," followed by beef; then pork. The kinds of
meat listed to be served at a meal prepared by "a busy housewife" were
beef first, pork second and veal third most often.
Certain differences were evidenced when the meats suggested for each
meal situation were further analyzed according to cut. Beef loin steak
was reported by almost half (48 percent) of the respondents as a meat
to serve "an important man guest" and by one-third of the respondents
for a meal "to impress a couple." Chicken was most often suggested in
meal situations for "a special woman guest" (39 percent) and for "Sun-
day dinner" (38 percent) . Ground beef was listed more often for a meal
prepared by "a busy housewife" (one-third of the respondents) , for an
"inexpensive regular evening meal" (39 percent) and for "a large family
with several young children" (34 percent) . (See Table 4.)
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Meats for High and Low Status Meals
Meal situations were grouped according to high and low status meals.
The following situations were combined as high status or prestige meals:
(1) an important man guest, (2) a special woman guest and (3) a couple
to impress. For the low status meals, those for (1) a busy housewife, (2) a
regular inexpensive evening meal and (3) a large family with several
small children were combined.
Beef was suggested most often for meals in both the high and low
status categories. A larger percentage of respondents suggested beef for
the low status meals (64 percent) than for high status ones (53 percent).
Poultry ranked second in both high and low status meals, but more
respondents suggested it for high status (23 percent) than for low status
meals (15 percent). Pork accounted for 11 percent of the high status
selections and 13 percent of the low status meals.
Seafood rated higher for high status meals (7 percent) than for low
status meals (2 percent). Veal accounted for 6 percent of low status meals
and 4 percent of high status ones. Lamb was suggested least often for
both high and low status meals—2 percent of high status and only 0.2
percent for low status meals (Fig. 2).
Influence of Demographic Factors on Meats
Suggested for Various Projective Meal Situations
The findings were analyzed to determine if characteristics of the
families seemed to influence meat choices that were made. The char-
acteristics discussed in this bulletin include: (1) race, (2) income, (3) oc-
cupation of the husband, (4) level-of-living score, (5) educational level of
the homemaker and (6) educational level of the husband. (For detailed
information on influence of these factors, see the tabular data presented
in Appendix Tables 3 through 9, pages 24 to 37)
.
Important Man Guest
When the respondents were asked to suggest a meat to be served at a
meal for an important man guest, pork was suggested much more often
by nonwhite respondents, while white homemakers listed beef more of-
ten. The family income was grouped into categories of high ($8,000 and
over), middle ($4,000 to $8,000) and low (up to $4,000). For the im-
portant man guest, the high and middle income groups selected beef
loin steak much more often than did the lower income group. The
low income group reported poultry more often.
The percentage of respondents listing beef loin steak decreased as the
status of the occupational position decreased. The homemakers whose
husbands were service workers mentioned beef round steak more than
twice as often as the other groups.
Respondents were grouped as follows according to level-of-living
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scores: Group I (score o£ 0-2), Group II (score of 3-5), Group III (score
of 6-8), Group IV (score of 9-11) and Group V (score of 12-18). General-
ly as the scores increased, the percentage of respondents listing beef loin
steak and roast increased and the percentage suggesting beef round steak
and poultry decreased.
As the educational level of the homemaker increased, the percentage
of respondents listing beef loin steak and roast increased. As education
increased, the percentage of respondents suggesting poultry, pork and
beef round steak decreased. Beef loin steak and roast were suggested
more often by those respondents whose husbands had some college or
high school training than by those respondents whose husbands had
elementary training. The reports of poultry and beef round steak de-
creased as the husband's educational level increased (Appendix Table 3)
.
Special Woman Guest
For a meat to serve a special woman guest, the white homemakers
mentioned beef loin steak more than twice as often as the nonwhite. Beef
round steak was listed about twice as often by nonwhite respondents.
More nonwhite respondents than white listed poultry.
As income increased, so did the percentage of respondents suggesting
beef loin steak and roast for a special woman guest. The lower income
group reported beef round steak more often than the middle and high
income groups.
Seafood was suggested slightly more often by the respondents whose
husbands' occupations were classified as clerical than by any other occu-
pational group. Those homemakers whose husbands were service workers
indicated pork chops and steak more often than any other occupational
group.
The percentage of those suggesting beef loin steak increased as the
educational level of the homemaker increased. Beef round or rump
roast was suggested twice as often by the elementary education group
as by the other groups of homemakers.
As the educational level of the husband increased, the respondents'
selection of ham and beef loin steak increased. The respondents whose
husbands had an elementary education listed poultry slightly more of-
ten than the other groups (Appendix Table 4)
.
To Impress A Couple
White respondents mentioned beef in general more than did the non-
white, whereas pork of all kinds was more popular among the nonwhite
respondents for a meal to impress a couple. The white respondents sug-
gested beef loin steak twice as often as the nonwhite, and the nonwhite
respondents reported poultry twice as often as the white respondents.
The percentage of respondents reporting beef loin steak increased
with income. Poultry and seafood were suggested more often by the
lower and middle income groups than by the higher group.
The percentage of respondents who suggested beef loin steak gen-
erally decreased as the occupational status of the husband decreased.
14
Poultry was most often reported by the service and unemployed groups.
As level-of-living scores increased, so did the percentage of respon-
dents listing beef loin steak. Poultry, seafood and ground beef were more
frequently suggested by Group I than by any of the other groups, gen-
erally decreasing as level-of-living scores increased.
The mention of beef loin steak increased as the educational level of
the homemaker increased. Ham was listed much more often by the
elementary and high school groups than the college group.
The percentage of respondents suggesting beef loin steak increased
with the level of education of the husband. The opposite was true when




As a meat to serve at Sunday dinner, poultry was suggested slightly
more often by the nonwhite respondents than by the white. Beef round
or rump roast and beef loin roast were mentioned much more often by
white respondents, while the nonwhite respondents listed pork roast
four times as often as the white. The nonwhite respondents stated
ground beef, round steak and beef stew two to three times as often as
did the white respondents.
As income increased, the percentage of respondents suggesting poultry
decreased. As income increased, those suggesting beef round or rump
roast and beef loin roast increased.
Poultry was suggested slightly more often by those whose husbands'
occupations were in either the skilled, service or unemployed category.
Level-of-living scores seemed to make some difference in the sug-
gestions of a meat to serve for Sunday dinner. Beef round or rump roast
and beef loin roast were listed less by those who had lower scores, and
the percentage increased as the scores increased with the exception of
Group IV. The percentage of respondents reporting poultry decreased
as the education of the homemaker increased. The reverse was true
for beef round or rump roast. As the husband's educational level in-
creased, the percentage of respondents who suggested poultry decreased.
As education increased, so did the listings of beef round or rump roast
and beef loin roast (Appendix Table 6)
.
Busy Housewife
Ground beef was suggested by about the same percentage of both non-
white and white respondents for a meal to be prepared by a busy house-
wife. The nonwhite respondents listed pork chops and pork steak slight-
ly more frequently than the white. Beef loin steak was chosen twice as
often by the white respondents and poultry was reported more than
twice as often by nonwhite.
The middle income group listed ground beef slightly more often than
the other two groups. The selection of pork chops and steak decreased
as the income increased. Veal chops and steak and beef loin steak were
suggested more often as the income increased.
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As the education of the homemaker decreased, the suggestions o£
ground beef increased. The opposite was true when listing veal chops
and steak and beef loin steak. The level-of-living scores of the respon-
dents and education of the husband seemed to have little effect upon
their suggestions of the kind of meat to be served by a busy housewife
(Appendix Table 7)
.
Large Family With Young Children
The kind of meat suggested most frequently by all respondents for a
meal for a large family with several young children was ground beef.
Poultry was the second highest. Race seemed to make little difference.
When all cuts of beef were grouped together, the white respondents
suggested beef much more often than the nonwhite.
Slightly fewer respondents in the high income group listed ground
beef than in the other groups. As income increased, suggestions of beef
stew decreased, and suggestions of beef roast increased.
The level-of-living scores seemed to make little difference in the
choice of ground beef. Poultry, second ranking meat, was mentioned
slightly less by Group I (with lowest level-of-living scores) . Groups I
and II mentioned beef stew more often, and beef round or rump roast
was suggested more often by Groups IV and V.
The percentage of respondents who reported poultry increased as the
education of the homemaker increased. The percentage who listed beef
stew decreased as the educational level of the respondents increased.
The educational level of the husband seemed to make little difference in
the kind of meat selected most often for a large family with several
young children. The homemakers whose husbands fell in the elementary
group selected beef stew more often (Appendix Table 8)
.
Regular Inexpensive Meal
For an inexpensive meat to serve at a regular evening meal, race
seemed to have little influence on beef or pork choices when all cuts
were grouped together. The percentage of the respondents who listed
ground beef increased slightly as the family income increased. As the in-
come increased, the selection of beef stew decreased.
The occupation of the husband seemed to make little difference in
the kind of meat suggested for this situation. According to level-of-living
scores, ground beef was- suggested more often by those respondents who
fell into Group IV and less often by Group I than those in the other
groups. Beef stew was reported often by Groups I and II.
The higher the educational level of the homemaker became, the
higher was the percentage who suggested ground beef for an inexpensive
meal. The percentage of homem_akers who mentioned beef stew and pork
cuts decreased as the educational level increased. Poultry was sug-
gested more frequently by those whose husbands had high school train-
ing (20 percent) than by those in the college or elementary groups. As
the husbands' educational levels increased, the respondents' mentions of
beef stew decreased (Appendix Table 9)
.
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Methods of Preparation for Meats
Suggested for Various Meal Situations
Preparation influences the flavor, tenderness and texture of beef
cuts. Consumer satisfaction is dependent, to some extent, upon the meth-
od of preparation. The method of preparation is sometimes influenced
by the status of the meal. In this study consumers were asked to sug-
gest the kind of meat preparation for various meal situations.
Of the total methods listed for preparing all kinds of meat, 78 per-
cent of the respondents suggested a dry heat method—broiling, sauteing,
frying, barbecuing, charcoal broiling or roasting. Almost 22 percent in-
dicated their preference for cooking meat by a moist heat method which,
for this study, included boiling, pot roasting, braising, swissing, stew-
ing, creaming and pressure cooking.
To thoroughly examine the preparation of meat, methods of prepara-
tion were considered from the standpoint of the cut of the meat. Both
kind of meat and cut of meat determine the method of preparation.
Beef was divided into tender and less tender cuts according to generally
accepted criteria.^ Included as tender cuts were loin steaks, loin roasts
and ground beef. Grouped as less tender cuts were round steaks, chuck
steaks, round or rump roasts, chuck roasts and stew.
Of the total respondents who suggested tender cuts of beef for any
meal situation, 89 percent indicated they would cook them by dry heat
methods. Almost 11 percent of the respondents listed moist heat meth-
ods for preparing the tender cuts. This may imply that many respon-
dents understood that tender cuts of beef may be successfully cooked by
dry heat.
Sixty-nine percent of the respondents indicated moist heat for the
preparation of the less tender cuts of beef, while 31 percent suggested
dry heat methods. This may indicate that dry heat methods of preparing
beef are more appealing to consumers even though tenderness may be
sacrificed or that there is lack of information concerning the prepara-
tion of attractive and appetizing beef dishes by moist heat methods.
A larger percentage of the respondents suggested preparing poultry
by dry heat (92 percent) than by moist heat methods (8 percent). More
respondents suggested dry heat methods for poultry than for any
other meat. Eighty-six percent reported dry heat methods for the prepa-
ration of pork, while 14 percent chose to cook pork with moist heat.
Of the total respondents who listed veal, 71 percent suggested cook-
ing it by dry heat and 29 percent suggested moist heat. Dry heat was
the most popular method of preparing seafood (86 percent). Fourteen
percent suggested moist heat methods. Eighty-one percent of the 31 re-
spondents who listed lamb suggested a dry heat method. Nineteen per-
cent suggested cooking lamb with moist heat (Fig. 3).
iBelle Lowe. Experimental Cookery. New York: London: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc. 1955. P. 232.
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BEEF, BEEF, LESS LAMB PORK POULTRY SEAFOOD VEAL MISCELLA- AVERAGE
TENDER CUTS TENDER CUTS NEOUS
Fig. 3.-A Comparison o£ Suggestions of Moist and Dry Heat Methods for Preparing
Meats for All Meal Situations.
The Influence of Status of Meals on Meat Preparation
To determine the effect of the status of meals on meat preparation,
three meals having high status and three meals with low status were
evaluated. High status meal situations for this study included those
planned for (1) an important man guest, (2) a special woman guest and
(3) a couple to be impressed. Classified as low status meals were those
planned for (1) a large family with several young children, (2) a busy
day meal and (3) a regular inexpensive evening meal. A meal for Sunday
dinner was not included under either high or low status groups.
Status of meals did not seem to influence greatly the method of cook-
ing tender cuts of beef. For high status meats, almost 92 percent listed
a dry heat method for tender cuts; and for low status meals, almost 88
percent suggested dry heat. The percentage suggesting moist heat for
cooking tender cuts was low for both high status and low status meals.
The method of cooking less tender cuts of beef seems to have been
affected by the status of the meal situation. Forty-five percent of the
TABLE 5.—Meat Preparation—High Status vs. Low Status Meals
Method of preparation
Moist heat Dry heat
High status Low status High status Low status
Kind of meat No. % No. % No. % No. %
Beef, tender cuts 56 9 70 13 602 92 488 88
Beef, less tender cuts 207 55 248 86 170 45 41 14
Lamb 2 8 1 25 22 92 3 75
Pork 24 14 22 10 151 86 194 90
Poultry 37 9 29 12 370 91 223 89
Seafood 14 16 3 10 74 84 27 90
Veal 21 26 26 27 61 74 70 73
Miscellaneous 13 42 56 54 18 58 47 46
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respondents suggesting less tender cuts indicated the dry heat method for
high status meals. Only 14 percent suggested preparing less tender
cuts by the dry heat method for low status meals. This may imply that
respondents attempted to use dry heat methods of preparation for less
tender cuts of beef in high status meal situations even though the eat-
ing qualities may not have been entirely satisfactory (Table 5).
Influence of Education of the Homemaker on
Suggested Preparation of Meats
When the suggested cooking methods were examined more crit-
ically to see if the education of the respondents affected the method of
preparation, several differences were discovered. The level of education
of the homemaker was combined into three groups: (1) those who had
no education or had only elementary education, (2) those who had some
high school training or were high school graduates and (3) those who
had college training, graduate work, or nursing, business and trade
schooling.
Tender Cuts of Beef—As the method of preparing tender cuts of
beef, the percentage of respondents suggesting broiling increased as the
level of education increased (55, 73 and 86 percent by groups). Frying
was suggested more often by the elementary education group (19 per-
cent) than by the respondents with high school training (9 percent) or
those with college education (3 percent).
The methods of preparation were grouped into four broad categories
for generalizations. These were (1) cooking with added moisture (brais-
ing, pot roasting, swissing, boiling, stewing, hashing, pressure cooking
and soup making), (2) cooking without liquid (broiling, roasting and
barbecuing), (3) cooking in fat (frying, sauteing and deep fat frying)
and (4) miscellaneous (ready cooked, pizza, stuffed, creamed and other).
As education increased, the percentage of respondents who suggested
cooking tender cuts of beef without liquid increased. As education in-
creased, those who reported cooking these cuts in fat decreased from 19
to 9 to 3 percent.
Less Tender Cuts of Beef—Pot roasting was suggested by almost one-
third of each group for preparing less tender cuts of beef. As education
increased, the percentage of respondents who suggested roasting or
baking increased and those suggesting swissing decreased. When cook-
ing methods were grouped, those who suggested cooking with added
moisture decreased as education increased. The percentage of respon-
dents who mentioned cooking the less tender cuts of beef without liquid
increased as the education increased.
Ground Beef—The methods most often indicated for ground beef
were broiling, frying and roasting or baking. The percentage of home-
makers with little education who suggested broiling ground beef was
low (2 percent); there was a large increase (25 percent) among those
with high school training, but a smaller increase (15 percent) among the
respondents with a college education. More respondents in the elemen-
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tary group mentioned cooking in fat as a method of preparing ground
beef than any other group. A greater percentage of respondents of the
high school and college education levels listed cooking ground beef with-
out liquid (60 and 49 percent) than did the elementary group (37 per-
cent).
Pork—As a method of preparing pork, about one-third of both the
homemakers with elementary education and those with high school
training suggested frying, roasting or baking ground beef. The respon-
dents in the college education group listed frying slightly less (26 per-
cent) and roasting or baking more (43 percent).
Poultry—In all educational levels, the most popular method suggest-
ed for preparing poultry was frying. Each group of homemakers re-
ported this method more than twice as often as other methods. Fifty-
nine percent of the homemakers in the lowest education group sug-
gested frying poultry, as compared with 63 percent of the high school
group and 50 percent of the advanced education group. Education
seemed to make little difference in frequency of suggestions ioit roast-
ing or baking poultry; about one-fourth of each group suggested this
method. Broiling was mentioned by 12 percent of the college trained
homemakers, as compared with 3 percent of the high school and 2 per-
cent of the elementary group. When methods were grouped, respon-
dents with elementary and high school training listed cooking poultry
without liquid less than did the advanced education group.
Seafood and Veal—As a way to cook seafood and veal, frying was
mentioned more than any other method. About one-half of each group
reported frying, but the percentage decreased as the educational level
increased. Broiling veal was suggested by a smaller percentage of each
group but increased as the educational level increased. For seafood,
broiling suggestions also increased with the educational level from 0
to 5 to 19 percent.
In grouping methods for seafood, the respondents of the elementary
and high school levels suggested cooking in fat more often than did the
homemakers of the college level. Cooking seafood without liquid was the
method of preparation indicated most often by the college group (32
percent); 10 percent of the high school group and 6 percent of the
elementary group suggested this method. Thirty-six percent of the home-
makers in the elementary group who listed veal suggested cooking it
with added moisture. One-half as many in the high school group and
about two-thirds as many in the college group reported this method.
Broiling was the method of cooking most affected by the education
of the homemaker. The amount of broiling definitely increased as the
educational level of the respondents increased. The percentage of re-
spondents who listed swissing as a method of preparing all kinds of
meat consistently decreased as the level of education increased. Overall,
suggestions for cooking with added moisture decreased as the education
of the homemaker increased. The opposite was true with preparing




FORM l.-QUESTIONS FROM WHICH DATA WERE OBTAINED
Now, we would like you to tell us what meats you think some homemakers would
serve in various situations. After I read you the kind of meal each homemaker was
planning, tell me what kind and cut of meat you think she decided to serve and how
she cooked it.
Fred and Carol were having an important man guest for supper. What kind of meat
do you think Carol would choose?
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
Ellen has a large family with several young children. She wants a main dish that
the whole family will enjoy. What kind of meat do you think she would choose?
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
Barbara and her husband have invited a special woman guest for dinner. What kind
of meat would she serve?
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
Dorothy is going to be busy all day. For the main meal she wants a cut of meat that
won't take too long to prepare and will be easy.
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
Alice is planning the regular evening meal and needs something not too expensive.
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
What kind of meat would Anne cook for dinner on Sunday for her family?
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
Helen and her husband are having a couple over for supper. Helen wants some-
thing to impress them. What kind of meat will she serve?
Kind of meat Cut
Method of cooking
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.—Influence of the Educational Level of the Homemaker




Method of tender tender Beef,
preparation cuts cuts ground Lamb Pork Poultry Seafood Veal
Elementary (155)
Percent —
Broil 41.6 2.4 2.1 50.0 2.5 1 o U.U ii).o
Saute, fry 18.2 6.3 51.8 0.0 35.8 Oo.D oy.D
A9 944.4
Roast, bake 9.1 9.8 34.7 50.0 30.8 24./ D.O o./
Pot roast 7.1 u.u 0.0 6.9 0.\J 0 0 4.4
Boil 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.5 yj.o O.O A AU.U
Stew, soup 3.2 OA. A. 1 .0 0.0 1.3 1 Q 8.9
Barbecue 3.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 5.0 1.5 0.0 0.0
Swiss 2.6 18.5 2.1 0.0 1.3 2.7 0.0 20.0
Braise 1.3 3.4 0.5 0.0 2.5 0.4 0.0 2.2
Deep fat fry 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.5 9.6 0.0
*Miscellaneous 7.1 2.5 4.7 0.0 3.2 2.3 15.4 0.0
Not indicated 1.9 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.4 1.9 0.0
TOTALS 99.8 100.1 98.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0
High School (287)
Broil 60.2 6.7 24.8 26.7 9.3
A. Q 18 010.
U
Pot roast 10.8 34.5 1.2 13.3 4.5 1 J.1 .4: 1 .0 Q 0
Roast, bake 9.9 14.4 34.
y
46.7 35.2 4 8 ^ 6
Saute, fry 8.4 1 O Q oA.I 13.3 38.9 62.8 54.0 55.1
Boil 2.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.8
1 91.4 A ft 0 0
Swiss 2.7 lU.l n Qu.y 0.0 2.0 1.6 0.0 4.5
Barbecue 2.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 2.8 3.3 0.0 0.0
Braise 0.5 1.9 0.3 0.0 2.0 0.5 0.0 3.4
Stew, soup 0.5 15.6 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.1
Deep fat fry 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 2.1 14.3 0.0
*Miscellaneous 1.2 2.4 4.5 0.0 3.2 2.5 12.7 3.4
Not indicated 0.5 0.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.7 3.2 0.0
TOTALS 100.0 99.6 99.9 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.2 100.1
College, Graduate School, Nursing, Business and Trade (139)
Broil 70.7 6.9 14.7 41.7 11.6 11.5
1 O /Iiy.4 95? A.
Roast, bake 12.4 30.9 32.2 25.0 43.2 24.5 11111.1 9 14.1
Pot roast 8.9 29.7 0.0 0.0 5.3 2.0 9 84.0 8 KO.O
Saute, fry 3.1 8.6 42.0 0.0 26.3 50.0 99 944.4 46.8
Barbecue 1.9 0.0 1.4 0.0 4.0 1.5 u.u A AU.U
Boil 1.2 0.6 0.0 8.3 4.2 2.5 8 %O.O 0.0
Swiss 0.8 4.0 2.8 0.0 1.1 2.5 0.0 4.3
Braise 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.8 10.6
Stew, soup 0.0 12.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 2.1
Deep fat fry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 5.6 0.0
*Miscellaneous 2.3 2.3 5.6 25.0 4.0 2.0 22.3 2.1
Not indicated 0.8 2.3 0.7 0.0 1.1 0.5 5.6 0.0
TOTALS 100.2 100.2 100.1 100.0 101.9 100.0 100.1 99.9
*Miscellaneous includes ready cooked, pizza, stuffed, creamed and others.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2.—Influence of the Educational Level of the Homemaker









cuts cuts ground Lamb Pork Poultry Seafood Veal
Percent —
18.5 77.6 5.2 0.0 20.0 9.2 7.8 35.6
19 Q O / .0 100.0 39.4 28 2 5.9 22.2
1 o o
/ .3 OO.v 0.0 37.4 UU.J 70.6 42.2
/ .o 2 0 3.6 0.0 3.2 2.3 15.7 0.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
17.2 63.0 4.0 15.2 9.8 5.2 6.6 18.0
'70 Q/4.y 41.
0




1 9 2 4 3.4 0.0 2.9 2.6 13.1 3.4
1 on 0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1
10.9 50.3 3.5 8.3 11.7 8.5 14.7 25.5
85.6 38.6 48.6 66.7 58.5 37.7 32.4 25.5
3.1 8.8 42.3 0.0 26.6 51.8 29.4 46.8
0.4 2.3 5.6 25.0 3.2 2.0 23.5 2.1
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9
Elementary
Cooking with
added moisture
Cooking without
liquid
Cooking in fat
Miscellaneous
TOTAL
High School
Cooking with
added moisture
Cooking without
liquid
Cooking in fat
Miscellaneous
TOTAL
College
Cooking with
added moisture
Cooking without
liquid
Cooking in fat
Miscellaneous
TOTAL
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